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Abstract 
The aim of this study is to survey the association between organizational silence and leadership behaviour in case of 
ethical leadership. Further, we examined the employee performance through these variables.  It is noted that this 
examine is based on a survey of 714 people who work for national and multinational companies in Turkey to 
compare relationship between the factor analysis, reliability, correlations and regressions. Consequently, all 
hypotheses are supported and positively related. 
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1. Introduction  
The purpose of this study is to research the relationship among variables such as organizational voice, 
silence, leadership in case of ethical leadership and the employee performance of these variables in firms. 
According to this purpose, we researched the related literature and we developed a research model and 
hypothesis, we made numerous analyses for this study. This study revealed the causes and the results of 
these variables. 
The sample of this study consists of different National and Multinational Companies in the Marmara 
region. 714 employees were given the questionnaire. They answered and returned it. The findings of the 
analysis reveal that there are positive relationships among all the factors in this study. 
In the light of these findings, practical implications of the study for company managers and 
suggestions for future research are discussed.  We proposed that silence and voice result from a 
combination of acquiescent, defensive and prosocial silence and voice that are related to ethical leaders. 
We highlight how the employees’ performance is affected by leaders’ behaviors and why they choose to 
remain silent or to speak up. The paper begins with a theoretical background, followed by an explanation 
of the research design and continues with express research methods and results. Finally, results are 
discussed in the light of previous theory. 
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2.  Literature Review and Research Hypotheses  
2.1. Definition of Voice and Silence 
For over 50 years, researchers have been interested in silence and voice related concepts. Employees 
often have ideas, information, and opinions for constructive ways to improve work and work 
organizations. Sometimes these employees practice voice and express their ideas, information, and 
opinions; and other times they remain silent and withhold their ideas, information, and opinions. 
Apparently, expressing and withholding behaviours might appear to be polar opposites because silence 
implies not speaking while voice implies speaking up on important issues and problems in organizations 
(Van Dyne et al., 2003).  
According to Hirschman (1970), voice is defined as ‘any attempt at all to change rather than escape 
from an objectionable state of affairs, whether through individual or collective petition to management 
directly in charge, through appeal to a higher authority with the intention of forcing a change in 
management, or through various types of actions, protests, including those that are meant to mobilize 
public opinions (Pinder and Harlos, 2001, p.336; Brinsfield et al., 2009, p.8).  
Therefore, voice can be defined as the expression of ideas, information, opinions, or concerns while 
silence can be defined as withholding those (Brinsfield et al., 2009). On the other hand, Van Dyne and 
LePine (1998) defined voice as non-required behaviour that emphasizes expression of constructive 
challenge with intent to improve rather than merely criticize (p.109). Withey and Cooper (1989) 
suggested that voice is any activity that individuals direct toward improving the situation at work. 
Banerjee and Somanathan (2001) described organizational voice as the voluntary expression of people’s 
views to influence organizational actions. 
Although employee speaking-up behavior (voice) has been studied from many perspectives (e.g., 
organizational learning, issue selling to top management, principled organizational dissent, change 
efforts, knowledge sharing, complaining, whistle-blowing, organizational citizenship behaviours, 
procedural justice; (Argyris, 1993; Dutton & Ashford, 1993; Graham, 1986; Hirschman, 1970; 
Hollenbeck, LePine, & Ilgen, 1996; Klaas, 1989; Kowalski, 1996; Miceli & Near, 1989; Organ, 1988; 
Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Brinsfield,2009) these efforts have generally not been considered the unique 
nature or implications of intentional silence. 
On the other side, the existing literature on silence highlighted the key role of withholding; Van Dyne 
et al. argue that differences in the employee reasons or motives for withholding indicate the benefits of 
differentiating types of silence (and not combining them into one general construct). While traditional 
conceptualizations of silence refer to be passive behaviour, not all forms of silence represent passive 
behaviour, and all silence is not merely the opposite of voice (Scott, 1993). Instead, as suggested by 
Pinder and Harlos (2001), silence can be active, conscious, intentional, and purposeful.  
Finally, Brinsfield’s results (2009) indicate that ‘employee silence is pervasive, multi-dimensional, can 
reliably be measured, and is significantly related to other important organizational behaviour phenomena’ 
(p. ii).  
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2.2. .Employee Silence
In 2001, employee silence emerged in the organizational sciences literature following Morrison and 
Milliken’s (2000) study on organizational silence. According to Pinder and Harlos (2001), employee 
silence is defined as ‘the withholding of any form genuine expression about the individuals behavioural, 
cognitive and/or affective evaluations of his or her organizational circumstance to persons who are 
perceived to be capable of effecting change or redress’ (p.334).  Depend on this study of employee silence 
was at the individual level of analysis, whereas Brinsfield et al. (2009) claimed that silence may also be at 
team and organizational levels.  They expressed that silence can begin at individual level at the beginning, 
and then it may become ‘contagious’ among team members in case many individuals are unwilling to 
speak up (p.19).  
Pinder and Harlos (2001) also defined silence as the absence of voice as it has its own form of 
communication, involving a range of cognitions, emotions, or intentions such as objection or 
endorsement. Additionally, they recognized that the phenomenon of employee silence might take on 
different meanings depending on its underlying motives. They distinguished silence in two forms, such as 
“quiescence” and “acquiescence” silence. In terms of “quiescence” silence represented deliberate 
omission, while “acquiescence” silence is based on submission (p. 348-349).  
According to Van Dyne et al. (2003), simply silence and voice might suggest that intentionally 
withholding ideas (silence) is the opposite of expressing ideas (voice). Their study examined that 
employee silence (intentionally withholding ideas, information, and opinions with relevance to 
improvements in work and work organizations: Morrison and Milliken, 2000; Pinder and Harlos, 2001; 
Scott, 1993) is not necessarily the antithesis or absence of voice (intentionally expressing relevant ideas, 
information, and opinions about possible improvements (Frese et al., 1999; LePine and Van Dyne, 1998; 
Rusbult et al., 1988; Van Dyne et al., 1995; Withey and Cooper, 1989; Zhou and George, 2001).   They 
developed a third dimension of employee silence, which is underlying prosocial motives, in addition to 
Pinder and Harlos’s studies of quiescence and acquiescence motives.  Hence, Van Dyne et al. (2003) 
emphasized prosocial silence as the withholding of related ideas, information, or opinions with the 
intention of benefiting other people or the organization -based on altruism or cooperative motives. In 
conclusion, Van Dyne et al. (2003) focus on three distinct motives for silence such as resignation, fear, 
and cooperation. According to these motives, in terms of organizational silence and voice, we distinguish 
three forms such as acquiescent, defensive, and prosocial voice and silence.  
Acquiescent employees are less aware of their silence and are less ready or willing to change than their 
quiescent colleagues (Pinder and Harlos, 2001, p.349).  According to Van Dyne et al. (2003) acquiescent 
silence also refer to purposeful inactive and uninvolved behaviour as an employee does not express 
his/her ideas for change because s/he believes that speaking up is pointless or an employee might 
withhold opinions and information based on low self-efficacy assessments about personal capability to 
effect the situation whereas these conditions reveal silence as a result of resignation. (p.1366)  
Pinder and Harlos’s (2001) study about quiescent silence refers deliberate omission that indicates 
disagreement with one’s circumstances while conscious of alternative exit to change the status quo, and to 
reluctant to find them (p.348). Further research carried out by Van Dyne et al.(2003) developed the term 
quiescent silence as defensive silence. They defined defensive silence as ‘withholding relevant ideas 
information, or opinions as a form of self-protection, based on fear’, which they attributed to Morrison 
and Milliken’s study that emphasized on the personal emotion of fear as a key motivator of organizational 
silence. They adopted the label defensive silence to be wary of potential confusion with the multiple 
meanings of quiescence (p.1367). 
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Van Dyne et al. (2003) expanded the existing literature about silence by introducing a third type that 
labeled as ‘prosocial silence’. Building on Organizational Citizenship Behavior literature, they defined 
prosocial silence as ‘withholding work- related ideas, information, or opinions with the goal of benefitting 
other people or the organization based on altruism or cooperative motives’. Compared with defensive 
silence, prosocial silence is about aware of alternatives similarly whereas prosocial silence is motivated 
by concern for others, rather than by fear of negative outputs that might reveal of speaking up (p.1368). 
Moreover, prosocial silence occurs in the organization in case of protecting a co-worker or protecting the 
organization (Brinsfield et al., 2009,p.147). 
2.3. Employee Voice 
Depending on prior studies, voice related behaviors have been examined and in terms of employee voice has been 
connote to a form of employee expression or employees’ response to distinct situations. Employee voice has been 
defined as employees’ response to job dissatisfaction (Gorden, 1988; Hirschman, 1970). More recently, Van Dyne 
and LePine (1998) defined employee voice as “promotive behavior that emphasizes expression of constructive 
challenge intended to improve rather than merely criticize” (p. 109). 
Moreover, Van Dyne and colleagues emphasized the term of voice may represent speaking up behavior such as when 
employees proactively make suggestions for change (Farrell and Rusbult, 1992; Frese et al., 1999; LePine and Van 
Dyne, 1998; Rusbult et al., 1988; Van Dyne et al., 1995; Withey and Cooper, 1989; Zhou and George, 2001), while 
the term of voice may offer in case of process procedures that enhance justice judgments and facilitate employee 
participation in decision making (Bies and Shapiro, 1988; Folger, 1977; Lind et al., 1990).   
According Brinsfield et al. (2009), the term of employee voice is debatable. Additionally, voice may get a variety of 
forms, such as speaking up behaviour, having nature response to, or underlying intent of communication (p.30).  
Van Dyne et al. (2003) represented that Acquiescent Voice is disengaged behaviour based on resignation, which was 
defined as ‘the verbal expression of work related ideas, information, or opinions’. Acquiescent voice is likely to be 
similar to Defensive and Prosocial voice that work-related statements; however, differs in being proactive behaviours. 
Additionally, they characterized acquiescent voice as “expressions of agreement and support based on low self-
efficacy to affect any meaningful change” (p. 1373).  
Moreover, Van Dyne, Ang and Botero (2003) defined defensive voice as ‘expressing work-related ideas, information 
or opinions –based on fear- with the aim of protecting the self’ (p.1372). Further, Van Dyne and Ellis (2009) also 
emphasize defensive voice as ‘acts in which employees’ utter complaints and criticism in response to the sense that 
they are being abused or treated unfairly’. Building on the literature, they developed type of defensive voice such as 
instrumental and expressive, intensity of defensive voice as high and low, and target of defensive voice such as peer 
and supervisor in case of appropriate observer judgment of communication and following negative verbal and 
nonverbal communication responses (p.38).  Furthermore, depending on experiencing a loss of freedom to make a 
decision about involving or not involving in extra-role citizenship behaviour, defensive voice shows up obviously and 
naturally (Van Dyne and Ellis, 2009, p.53).  
Van Dyne and LePine (1998) emphasized voice as a different form of prosocial behavior and presented prosocial 
reasons as one of the core-underlying motives for employee voice. Considering that so much of the previous 
organizational citizenship behaviour research has included voice related behaviours as a form of organizational 
citizenship behaviour, building on the previous studies Van Dyne, Ang and Botero (2003) defined prosocial voice as 
expressing work-related ideas, information, or opinions based on cooperative motives (p.1371). 
2.4. Ethical Leadership 
 There has been a great interest in the terms of leadership in the organizations. Further, there are 
conflict definitions of leadership and researchers generally define leadership depending on their 
individual perspectives. We have surveyed ethical leadership because of growing interest in development 
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and promotion of ethical leadership in organizations. Brown, Trevino, and Harrison (2005) have defined 
ethical leadership as “the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and 
interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-way 
communication, reinforcement, and decision-making” (p. 120). 
 In line with Brown et al., De Hoogh and Den Hartog see leaders' fair and moral behaviour as a 
core component of ethical leadership and labelled as morality and fairness. In addition to this component, 
role clarification is studied and which is related to leader’s transparency, engagement in open 
communication with followers (p.298). Further, last component of ethical leadership is proposed as power 
sharing that means employee empowerment and high performance work systems (Spreitzer, 1995; 
Becker, & Huselid, 1998). In sum, we have studied morality and fairness, ethical role clarification and 
power sharing as components of ethical leadership at work. 
 Later on Trevin’o et al. (2000, 2003) carried out exploratory study to see what the term ethical 
leadership means through interviews. According to the interviews, a number of personal characteristics 
were related to ethical leadership such as trustworthy and honest. Apart from that ethical leadership were 
seen as fair, and principled decision-makers.  Addition to the exploratory research, Brown et al. (2005) 
developed a scale to measure the ethical leadership, which named as the Ethical Leadership Scale (ELS).   
 We consider research in order to understand ethical leadership. Therefore, we review relevant 
literature in which we see ethical leadership has been affected by the other types of leadership such as 
transformational leadership. According to Burns (1978), transformational leadership is moral leadership 
that inspires their followers to work for a common purpose. Concern for others, ethical decision-making, 
integrity, and role modeling have suggested that similarities between ethical leadership and 
transformational leadership while in case of authentic leadership appears to comprise ethical leadership 
particularly in terms of individual characteristics (Brown et al., 2006, p.599). 
According to De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008), personal characteristics are related to ethical 
leadership, such as the leader’s personality and upbringing. Personal traits fall into five groups of leader 
social responsibility; moral–legal standard of conduct, internal obligation, concern for others, concern 
about consequences, and self-judgment. In parallel with these theories, Kanungo (2001) suggested that 
ethical leadership is expected to have a high internal obligation as well as high moral standard, further 
they are supposed to behave in a convenient way in case of concerning for others (Brown et al., 2005). De 
Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) have expected that individual attributes of the leader social responsibility, 
which are categorized as moral–legal standard of conduct, internal obligation, concern for others, concern 
about consequences, and self-judgment would be positively related to ethical leadership behaviour (p. 
299). Brown et al. (2005) described ethical leaders as honest, trustworthy, fair, and caring in case of 
morality and fairness component; while in terms of role clarification component, De Hoogh, and Den 
Hartog (2008) referred to being in open communication, which means explaining what is expected from 
employees directly. Additionally, power sharing is the last components of ethical leadership that refer 
followers to have right to speak (De Hoogh,& Den Hartog, 2008, p. 298).  
2.5. Organizational Silence, Leadership, and Performance 
Recently, Detert and Burris (2007) demonstrated that one of the most influential factors of employees’ 
voice behaviour is leadership openness, whereas Fuller et al. (2006) also identified that voice behaviour, 
as assessed by employees’ supervisors, is positively related to employees’ felt responsibility for 
constructive change. Detert and Burris’s study is about ‘Is leadership behaviour related to subordinate 
voice?’ and if it is related what types of employees involved. Moreover, when leaders showed interest in 
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and minded subordinate voice, subordinates’ motivation to speak up should be continued (p.870). Based 
on these findings as well as other supporting literature, the following hypotheses are offered:  
H1. There is a relationship between ethical leadership and employee silence. 
H2. There is a relationship between ethical leadership and employee voice. 
According to LePine and Van Dyne (1998) employee voice is generally related to contextual 
performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) because affiliative 
behaviour is intended to maintain or improve relationships, whereas voice is challenging and may upset 
interpersonal relationships. 
  
 Yukl (2002) proposed that leadership is the way of influencing others to see how/what can be 
done effectively and the process of assisting common purpose individually or collectively. Iliyas (2003) 
indicated that customer focus, sales target, communication and conflicts, process improvement, invention 
and innovation, employee involvement, lack of motivation are some leadership obvious problems. Owing 
to these problems job performance decreased subsequently (Daft, 2003).  On the other hand, Fuentes et al. 
(2004) offered that depending on the common goal of serving, customers emphasize the establishment of 
relationships with the customers and feedback mechanisms that are related to high level of satisfaction 
and more demanding working environment. Therefore, they emphasize the effect of customer focus on 
employee performance, while they also discuss teamwork is an important factor for employee 
participation and cooperation among departments (p.429). Depending on previous studies, Ullah et al. 
(2011) explained that leadership is related to employee’s performance and reveals better communication 
and added that employee involvement is essential for organizational development (p.293). Likewise, Tsai 
et al. (2009) studied the relationship between transformational leadership and employee work outcomes, 
which is associated positively. Similarly, one of the major aims of our study is the find out the effect of 
ethical leadership on employee’s performance apart from previous studies. Hence, the following 
hypotheses are offered:   
H3. There is a relationship between ethical and employee performance.  
H4. There is a mediator effect of ethical leadership between employee silence and employee 
performance. 
H5. There is a mediator effect of ethical leadership between employee voice and employee 
performance. 
Moreover, ethical leadership is becoming more important on account of the impact leaders may have 
on the others in the organization and also on organizational performance (Aronson, 2001; Kanungo, 2001; 
Trevino, Brown, & Hartman, 2003; De Hoogh& Den Hartog,2008 ). Additionally, Brown et al. (2005) 
found that ethical leadership was positively related to satisfaction with the leader, perceived leader 
effectiveness, and follower's tendency to report problems to management. 
Later on De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008), examined optimism in workplace that is related to 
organizational development, and willing to stay with the organization. Given that ethical leaders make an 
effort to have fair choices, become more interested in followers’ feelings, and attempt to create 
convenient work environments, so employees are supposed to be more positive about their organization 
and to make contribute to its success. Via transparent and open communication, followers are supposed to 
voice (p.301).  According to these findings, the following hypothesis is offered:  
H6. Both employee silence and voice are related to employee performance through ethical leadership. 
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3. Methodology  
Figure 1: The Conceptual Model; the association between organizational silence and employee 
performance through the mediating roles of ethical leadership
3.1. Measures 
The collected data were analyzed by the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer 
program and version 16.00 for the evaluation of our data. Factor analysis, correlation analysis, reliability 
tests, the means of the variables and regression analysis are used to analyze the relationship between 
variables of the research model.   The frequencies of demographic variables were analyzed, and then the 
average and standard deviations were calculated. The results are presented in Tables.  
The constructs in our study are developed by using measurement scales taken from prior studies and 
all of them are measured by five-point Likert scales ranging from (1) strongly agree to (5) strongly 
disagree. The ethical leadership dimensions (morality and fairness, role clarification, and power sharing) 
were measured using the scale adapted from De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008). Ethical leadership was 
measured with the 25-item of the scale. In case of organizational silence literature, we have adapted from 
Van Dyne’s (2003) organizational silence scales consisted of acquiescent, defensive, and prosocial 
silence and voice; including 12-item. Further, employee performance questions were adapted from 
distinct scales which were developed by Fuentes et al. (2004), Rahman, et al. (2005), and Kirkman, et al. 
(1999) and were measured with 5-item.  
3.2. Data Gathering  
The study was conducted in Turkey. In order to seek the relationship between organizational voice, 
silence, leadership behaviour through performance in the research. In this study, we gathered data from a 
sample of 714 people who work in regional (13,2%), national (25,4%), and multinational (61,5%) 
companies and data were gathered by meeting with the people face-to-face or by email. Data were 
collected from the employees of distinct sector’s companies (Service Industry 38,5%; Finance 17,4 %; 
Banking 10,2 % ; Manufacturing 6,3 % ; Machine and Equipment 5,3%;  Cargo 5,2%; Automotive 3,4%;  
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Telecommunication 2,9%; Base Metal 2,5%; Energy 2,1%; Pharmaceutical 2,0% and others 4,2%). The 
companies are separated in two groups in which public companies are at 57,4%, and private companies at  
41,2%.   
More than half (51,0%) of the participants are low level manager, while middle level manager is at 
44,1%, high level manager  is at 4,9%.  A majority of the participants (55,8%) have at least university 
degree, and surprisingly 20,4% of the employees have postgraduate, doctorate degree.  Another 
remarkable rate is about more than 40-year working experience with 6,7%. Lastly, 60,3% of  respondents 
are males.   
4. Factor Analysis and Correlations  
As illustrated in Table 1, six organizational silence dimensions emerged from the factor analysis as 
expected. However, even though there should be three dimensions of ethical leadership, we could not 
have the distinction.  The factor loadings for organizational silence, ethical leadership, and employee 
performance items are displayed in Table 1, while total variance is explained with 61,364%.  
Table 1. Factor Loadings 
ITEMS Component 
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 
1. This employee is unwilling to speak up with suggestions for change 
because he/she is disengaged. 
    ,617    
2. This employee passively withholds ideas, based on resignation.     ,605    
3. This employee passively keeps ideas about solutions to problems to 
him/herself. 
    ,674    
4. This employee keeps ideas for improvement to him/herself because 
he/she has low self-efficacy to make a difference.   
    ,708    
5. This employee withholds ideas about how to improve the work 
around here, based on being disengaged. 
    ,649    
6. This employee passively supports the ideas of because he/she is 
disengaged. 
     ,675   
7. This employee passively expresses agreement and rarely offers a 
new idea. 
     ,761   
8. This employee agrees and goes along with the group, based on 
resignation. 
     ,786   
9. This employee passively agrees with others about solutions to 
problems. 
     ,662   
10. This employee withholds relevant information due to fear.         ,885 
11. This employee omits pertinent facts in order to protect him/herself.        ,882 
12. This employee doesn’t express agreement with the group, based 
on fear. 
  ,645      
13. This employee expresses ideas that shift attention to others, 
because he/she is afraid. 
  ,778      
14. This employee provides explanations that focus the discussion on 
others in order to protect him/herself. 
  ,802      
15. This employee goes along and communicates support for the 
group, based on self-protection.  
  ,717      
16. This employee usually expresses agreement with the group, 
because he/she is motivated by fear. 
  ,755      
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17. This employee withholds confidential information, based on 
cooperation. 
      ,656  
18. This employee protects proprietary information in order to benefit 
the organization.  
      ,780  
19. This employee withstands pressure from others to tell 
organizational secrets. 
      ,738  
20. This employee protects confidential organizational information 
appropriately, based on concern for the organization. 
      ,681  
21. This employee expresses solutions to problems with the 
cooperative motive of benefiting the organization. 
 ,730       
22. This employee develops and makes recommendations concerning 
issues that affect the organization. 
 ,796       
23. This employee communicates his/her opinions about work issues 
even if others disagree. 
 ,843       
24. This employee speaks up with ideas for new projects that might 
benefit the organization. 
 ,887       
25. This employee suggests ideas for change, based on constructive 
concern for the organization. 
 ,862       
26. This leader makes sure that his/her actions always ethical. ,688        
27. This leader deserves trust, can be believed and relied upon to keep 
his/her word. 
,709        
28. This leader explains who is responsible for what. ,792        
29. This leader explains what is expected of each member of the 
group. 
,787        
30. This leader explains each individual group members’ scope of the 
authority. 
,775        
31. This leader communicates his/her performance expectations for 
group members.  
,739        
32. This leader clarifies priorities.  ,747        
33. This leader allows subordinates to have influence on critical 
decisions. 
,596        
34. This leader will consider decisions on the basis of 
recommendations by those who report to him/her. 
,809        
35. This leader delegates challenging responsibilities to subordinates. ,758        
36. This leader seeks advice concerning organizational strategy from 
subordinates. 
,753        
37. This leader allows subordinates to take a strong hand in setting 
their performance goals.  
,762        
38. Level of absenteeism is lower.    ,533     
39. Delivery in full on time to customer.    ,784     
40. Warranty claims cost as percentage of total sales.    ,767     
41. Cost of quality as a percentage of total sales.    ,822     
42. Defects as a percentage of production volume.    ,782     
    
Principal Component Analysis, Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Table 2: Correlations, Mean, Standard Deviations 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1.Fields of 
Activity 1            
2.Foundation 
Year 
-
,043** 1           
3.Title/Status -
,128** ,017 1          
4.Education ,093* ,036 ,138** 1         
5.Acquiescent 
Silence 
-
,154** ,165** ,081 -,044 (0,741)        
6.Acquiescent 
Voice 
-
,153** ,037 -,059 
-
,142** ,291** (0,729)       
7.Defensive 
Silence -,070 ,053 ,000 -,056 ,295** ,127** (,856)      
8.Defensive 
Voice 
-
,132** ,174** -,100* -,091* ,446** ,206** ,339** (0822)     
9.Prosocial 
Silence ,112** -,118** -,086 ,050 
-
,190** ,120** ,002 
-
,182** (0,718)    
10.Prosocial 
Voice ,026 ,070 -,120* ,027 
-
,328** ,008 
-
,151** 
-
,249** ,337** (0,913)   
11.Ethical 
Leadership ,076* -,071 
-
,193** -,083* 
-
,143** ,104** ,076* 
-
,097** ,225** ,234** (0,930)  
12.Employee 
Performance ,084* -,057 -,083 ,003 
-
,200** ,044 ,013 
-
,144** ,255** ,276** ,276** (0,811) 
Mean 2,4832 1967,721 3,4552 3,8374 1,9542 3,1785 2,5113 1,8139 4,4263 4,1483 3,7767 4,1543 
SD ,71676 28,571 ,60742 ,90359 ,73258 ,86366 1,2541 ,76469 ,70956 ,77403 ,7349 ,63793 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Values in parenthesis are Cronbach’s Alfa
Table 2 shows the reliabilities, mean, standard deviations and correlations for the variables in the 
study. Hence, as can be seen along the diagonal of the correlation matrix, each scale has satisfactory 
reliability with Cronbach alfa above 0, 70. The correlation matrix of the variables in the regression model 
is also given in Table 2 and all the variables are significant generally and correlated among themselves.  
Especially in multinational companies, employee silence is more dominating, which means employees 
choose to remain mostly silent, while leaders becomes more ethical, and employee performance is 
affected positively. In case of foundation year, employees are more willing to speak after years, especially 
defensive voice getting higher.  Depending on the title/status and higher education, tendency of being 
silent is more dominant. 
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Table 3: Correlations 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Fields of Activity 1        
Foundation Year -,463** 1       
Title/Status -,128** ,017 1      
Education 
Ethical Leadership 
Employee Silence 
Employee Voice 
Employee Performance 
,093* 
,076* 
-,070 
-,155** 
,084* 
,036 
-,071 
,059 
,162** 
-,057 
,138** 
-,193** 
,000 
-,156** 
-,083 
1 
-,083* 
-,039 
-,124** 
,003 
1 
,087* 
,142** 
,276** 
1 
,304** 
,029 
1 
,103** 1 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Further, Table 3 shows the correlation among organizational silence, ethical leadership, employee 
performance, and some of the demographic data. Due to the globalization, employees’ tendencies to 
silence are become vague, and give place to speak up behaviour.  Employees satisfied of what they are 
responsible of, and to be disposed, which bring about performance. As mentioned above, foundation year 
has affected employees positively; they get involved in work and give voice to their opinions. 
5. Results and Findings  
The model searching the effect of employee voice, employee silence, and ethical leadership on 
employee performance is significant as a whole. Firstly, we examined the relationship between employee 
silence types and ethical leadership as dependent variable; which are displayed in Table 4 (Adjusted R2=  
, 070; F=18,846; Sig=, 000).  As suggested in H1, regression analysis indicated that ethical leadership had 
a significant impact on employee silence. Hence, H1 is supported. Moreover, all the regression tables also 
show us the collinearity statistic (VIF); which is acceptable appropriately. 
Table 4: The Relationship between Employee Silence and Ethical Leadership 
Independent Variables ß t Sig. VIF 
Acquiescent Silence -,140 -3,632 ,000 1,141 
Defensive Silence 
Prosocial Silence 
,117 
,199 
3,091 
5,388 
,002 
,000 
1,100 
1,041 
Dependent Variable: Ethical Leadership; Adjusted R2=, 070; F=18,846; Sig=, 000 
 Secondly, we studied the relationship between employee voice types and dependent variable as 
ethical leadership; which are illustrated in Table 5 (Adjusted R2=, 066; F=17,675; Sig=, 000).  Employee 
voice types are related to ethical leadership except defensive voice type; which has negative relationship 
with ethical leadership (p value >0, 05). The variation of organizational silence can be explained by the 
variation in ethical leadership by almost 7% in case of silence and voice types. So, H2 is supported by our 
results.  
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Table 5: The Relationship between Employee Voice and Ethical Leadership  
Independent Variables ß t Sig. VIF 
Acquiescent Voice ,116 3,142 ,002 1,049 
Defensive Voice 
Prosocial Voice 
-,067 
,217 
-1,755 
5,785 
,080 
,000 
1,118 
1,071 
Dependent Variable: Ethical Leadership; Adjusted R2=, 066; F=17,675; Sig=, 000 
Further, we examined the relationship between employee silence and employee performance that are 
explained by at the rate of 8, 9% that are shown in Table 6. Prosocial silence have positive effect on 
employee performance explained by 22, 1% (p value=. 000); which means increasing prosocial silence 
makes employee performance higher.  In terms of acquiescent silence, there is a negative effect on 
employee performance (ß= -, 177, p value=, 000); which can be explained by inverse relationship. 
Finally, there is no relationship between defensive silence and employee performance. 
Table 6: The Relationship between Employee Silence and Employee Performance 
Independent Variables ß t Sig. VIF 
Acquiescent Silence ,177 -4,647 ,000 1,141 
Defensive Silence 
Prosocial Silence 
,065 
,221 
1,726 
6,057 
,085 
,000 
1,100 
1,041 
Dependent Variable: Employee Performance; Adjusted R2=, 089; F=24,172; Sig=, 000 
 Moreover, we enhanced the extent and investigated the effect of ethical leadership in case of 
employee silence via employee performance as dependent variable; which is shown in Table 7. 
Obviously, comparing these two tables, we found out that there is a partial mediator effect of ethical 
leadership as offered in H4. Decreased values indicated the mediator effects significantly. So, H4 is 
supported. 
Table 7: The Relationship between Employee Silence, Ethical Leaderhip and Employee Performance 
Independent Variables ß T Sig. VIF 
Acquiescent Silence -,148 -3,923 ,000 1,162 
Defensive Silence 
Prosocial Silence 
Ethical Leadership 
,040 
,179 
,212 
1,083 
4,919 
5,828 
,279 
,000 
,000 
1,115 
1,084 
1,080 
Dependent Variable: Employee Performance; Adjusted R2=, 129; F=27,463; Sig=, 000 
 Similarly, the aim of finding the mediator effect of ethical leadership on employee silence, we 
analyzed the relationship in case of employee voice that is shown in Table 8-9. As illustrated in Table 8, 
the relationship between employee voice and employee performance that are explained by at the rate of 
12, 9%. In case of prosocial voice directly related to employee performance explained by 6, 80 %, while 
there is no relationship with acquiescent voice. However; the overall model is significant. Followed by 
Table 9, ethical leadership relations were analyzed under the same conditions. As in employee silence,
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ethical leadership showed the partial mediator effect between employee voice and employee performance. 
Hence, H5 is also supported. 
  
Table 8: The Relationship between Employee Voice and Employee Performance 
Independent Variables ß t Sig. VIF 
Acquiescent Voice ,061 1,666 ,096 1,049 
Defensive Voice 
Prosocial Voice 
-,093 
,253 
-2,458 
6,804 
,014 
,000 
1,118 
1,071 
Dependent Variable: Employee performance; Adjusted R2=, 082; F=22,241; Sig=, 000 
     
Table 9 : The Relationship between Employee Voice, Ethical Leadership, and Employee Performance 
Independent Variables ß t Sig. VIF 
Acquiescent Voice ,036 ,996 ,319 1,063 
Defensive Voice 
Prosocial Voice 
Ethical Leadership 
-,079 
,206 
,217 
-2,120 
5,544 
5,962 
,034 
,000 
,000 
1,123 
1,121 
1,075 
Dependent Variable: Employee Performance; Adjusted R2=, 125; F=26,379; Sig=, 000 
 Finally, we searched the relationship between organizational silence as a whole (employee 
silence and voice) and ethical leadership with dependent variable as employee performance. The overall 
model is significant, and can be explained by 14, 8% (p value=, 000) as shown in Table 10. The variation 
of organizational silence, employee performance can be explained by the variation in ethical leadership 
by 14, 8% in case of silence and voice types. In case of prosocial silence and voice, there is a significant 
impact on employee performance as well as ethical leadership.  So, H6 is supported by our results.  
Table 10: The Relationship between Employee Silence, Employee Voice, Ethical Leadership Through 
Employee Performance 
Independent Variables ß t Sig. VIF 
Acquiescent Silence -,111 -2,633 ,009 1,485 
Acquiescent Voice ,042 1,124 ,261 1,168 
Defensive Silence 
Defensive Voice 
Prosocil Silence 
Prosocial Voice 
Ethical Leadership 
,065 
-,046 
,128 
,152 
,182 
1,708 
-1,130 
3,368 
3,896 
4,965 
,088 
,259 
,001 
,000 
,000 
1,200 
1,377 
1,208 
1,279 
1,124 
Dependent Variable: Employee Performance; Adjusted R2=, 148, F=18,704; Sig=, 000 
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6. Conclusion  
The main goal of this study has been to explore the association between organizational silence, ethical 
leadership, and employee performance. Ethical leadership and organizational silence have been 
promising; therefore we have chosen to study about these variables. Due to the fact that there is no much 
alternative scale of ethical leadership, we have chosen De Hoogh and Den Hartog’s Ethical Leadership 
Scale. Even though the scale has three components as morality and fairness, role clarification, and power 
sharing, we could not get the precise factor loadings. So, we analyzed ethical leadership in one 
dimension, and we have found a relationship with organizational silence in case of employee silence and 
voice, as offered in H1, and H2. In current study, the mediating role of ethical leadership has been 
investigated for the relationship between organizational silence to and employees’ perceptions of the 
efforts. 
According to De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008), there is positive relationship between ethical 
leadership and subordinates ‘optimism about their future; which indicated followers contribute their 
organization in some cases by voicing (p.306). Similarly, Toor and Ofori (2009) found that ethical 
leadership mediated the relationship between employee outcomes (willingness to give extra effort) and 
organizational culture (p. 540). Hence, our hypothesis 3, and H6 are supported by our result, also 
supported by the previous studies. Detert and Burris, (2007) found that management openness to be the 
leader behaviour most consistently related to voice and also added that psychological safety to play a 
mediating role in the leader behaviour–voice relationship and the effect of leader behaviours on voice to 
be more pronounced for subordinates with high performance(p.880).  
Ashford and colleagues (1998) have mentioned that the subordinate level of performance may be 
related to his/her willingness to speak up and added that better performers may believe that voice is a job 
responsibility rather than optional citizenship behaviour. Moreover, a subordinate’s performance level 
should be positively related to the frequency of speaking up with improvement ideas (Detert & Burris, 
2007, p.872).  In conclusion, we believe that voice and silence research is an exciting subject to study and 
employees have been affected by expressing ideas about job and job-related aspect. Further, we believe 
that leaders have influence on employees’ decisions about speaking up, or choosing to remain silent. 
Therefore leaders’ behaviours play a major role in organization. In case of leadership style, we believe 
that ethical leadership put support behind the employees that makes them become more confident to 
speak up, or more willing to be constructive.  Leaders need to demonstrate ethical leadership in their daily 
behaviours, decisions, and actions in case of being followed. The consequences in this study further 
strengthen the argument about positive outcomes that ethical leadership results in. 
7. Limitations and Future Direction  
There were several limitations of the current study. Firstly, although we have 714 respondents in our 
study, they are from distinct sector. Hence, they have been affected by leader in differently, and each 
sector has some difficulties, and sanction.  Therefore, the response of participants might be in different 
way. For instance, even though ethical leadership has three dimensions in original scale, we could not get 
the distinction.  The reason why we could not get result in three dimensions is because the scale may not 
be suited to Turkish companies even though we have also had respondents from multinational companies. 
Future studies can also examine how ethical leadership mediates the relationship between 
organizational culture and other leadership types. In previous studies we can see transformational 
leadership and ethical leadership are related to each other partly.  Future works on ethical leadership can 
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include if other leadership types to find out the similarities of or differences from ethical leadership in 
organization. Another subject could be how ethical leaders have influence on companies’ performance. In 
current study, we examined the mediating role of ethical leadership between organizational silence and 
employees’ performance. Future studies can also examine other variables such as nepotism, 
organizational citizenship behaviour.  
Furthermore, future research may want to examine types of voice or silence. We have studied 
organizational silence in terms of voice and silence dimensions; which are acquiescent, defensive, 
prosocial. There could be other dimensions, so future studies may explore new dimensions. Another 
subject to study is how organizational silence is associated to organizational commitment. We consider 
that organizational commitment will have an influence on employees’ speaking up behaviour, or choosing 
to remain silent. To sum up, an account of being a new area to study, there should be distinct combination 
of variables.  
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